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&he use of the Small Group Instructional Diagnosis
(SGID) method in mid-term evaluations of_teacher performance is
described and assessed in terms of its effectiveness in improving
student motivation. First, the steps involved in the SGID process are
described: (1) the, 1n1£1a1 conference between the instFuctor and SGID
facilitator; (2) the classroom intervention in which the facilitator
breaks the class into groups of five or six students and asks them
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described, which was designed to assess changes in the motivation of
107 SGID participants and 92 non-SGID partigipants. The study.
revealed a significant 1mprovement in the mo¥ivation of SGID students
on 11 of 18 items on a motivation scale, and a decline in motivation
for the control group on 1l items. A final discussion of study
f1nd1ngs concludes that student motivation is positively affected by,
.using SGID at midterm and that the process is an effective
alternative to the standard end-of-term quest1onna1re evaluations of
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hK ﬁrocess of Midterm Evaluation Incorporating,Sma1T Group Discussion of a Course:

v . \ ’ *
and its Effect on Student Motivatién."
o,

in%' d. E. . - Mark Y. Redmond
roduction * University of Washington

. . . . 2
Course and instructor evaluations by students are conducted for one or more

:reported reasons: to provide information to adm{nistrators'about.the performance
of an 1nstructor, to prov1de students w1th some guide to course offer1ngs and
instructors; and f1na11y to prov1de the instructor with fe dback The purpose
of prov1d1ng feedback to an 1nstructor 13:genera11y to aid in 1mprov1ng thb
course and the teach1ng, resulting in improved learning and consequently witfy, -
1mproved educat1on (Schultz, 1978; Cohen and Brawer, 1969). The above paradigm

//hOWever, js not*sﬁpported b& research (Greenwood and Ramagli, 1980;, Schultz,

1978). The failure of the above paradigm to be validated can be attributed to

.either f aws in the research design, flaws in the logic, or flaws in the
eva1uat1on/fee back process.

The study presented here, attempted to deal with the flaws in research des1gn
and eva1uat1on't chn1que. A4prpcedure has been deve1oped over the last four years

. »
that avoids several issues which have previously undermined course evaluation.

- " ) 1 . \‘ . \
' Description of Sma11 aroup Instructional Diagnosis (SGID)

tep 0ne Snﬁ11 hroup Instructional Diagnosis has five basic steps. The

first step is an intial conference between the “instructor and the fac111tator
7

. In thJs step, the facilitator should:. 1)estab11sh a trusting relationship that

will serve as a base for further 1nteract1on, 2) familiarize the facilitator -

ot

with the course and the 1nstructor s style; 3) familiarize the instructor wnth

the technique' 4) identify particu1ar .areas which are of concern-to the instructdr;
e ) ~
and 5) arrange the p1ace, time and date near or before midterm for the classroom

-
~

L .

intervention The t1m1ng of SGID was of part1cu1ar interest under the grant.

0bv10us1y, the students can only Judge the 1mpact of their suggest1ons if there

-is suff1c1ent tnme to’ 1mp1ement their: suggest1dns Ample ti ‘must be g1ven,
however, for the students to have made some observations(abou the course and

- ~ & -

* Th1s proaect was'supported in part by a grant from the Fund for the Improvement
. of Post” Secondary Education, Department of Education, pcquTred by D. Joseph Clark.
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\\theldnstructor noT N ' o ) s R
tep Two: The second step, the actual c1assroom41nterVent1on, involves. the ’i '
’ >
o

» fo11ow1ng sequence of events. F1rst> it 1s best that the 1nstructor introduce ¥

S

b

. the fac1T1tator, 1nd1cat1ng the “instructor's des1r€j¢o receive honest student
-fEEdback as well as 1nd1cat1ng cdnf1dence in the fac111tato;//hTh1s he1ps to L
givethe facilitator 1mmed1ate credibility. Most schools use‘a fifty-minute class
, period. The technique has undergphe mdch treamlining to find the ‘proper balance
between minimized time_consumption and.mameum output and effect; Genera11y, '
the technique can be conducted in,twenty-five-minutes, thus leaving the instrucgor'
';iat-1east half the period for teaching. The techn1que has been used during‘both - ,
the first and secondbha1ves of the period. Conduct1ng the techn1que dur1ng ‘
the first half altows for more f]exibi1ity of time; thus if necessary 30 or 40
- m1nutes wohﬂd be ava1ﬂab1e . This does necessitate having the instructor‘return
{ t g twenty f1ve minutes 1ater or maybe wa1t1ng f; the. ha]] It also tends;to sensi-

tize the students to instructor weaknesses wh1ch they will over.attend upon the

1nstructor’s return w1thout the 1nstructor realizing why there is sn1cker1ng ‘,;

ConductTng the .technique dur1ng ‘the 1a’ter half pf a per1od has proven more .

succesé4u] The fac111tat?p/can observe the 1nstructor teach1ng for 25 m1nutes
and gain a better perspechve on the course and the forthcom1ng student comments ‘

.The students ‘have some 1mnediate teaching .on which to: react The major problem .

4

of latter-half application-is runn1ng,out of time if more ¢han 25 minutes are

needed, or if the instructor failed to turn the cla€s over to thé facilitator
. . 1’ . . .

.

5 |
. asked to turn the c1ass over to the fac111tator fter 20 mnnutes o - ’/’. o

.

. at the end of 25 minutes. To safeguard againd‘\:hese problems, fnstructors were

' After 1ntroduc1ng the faéi11tator, the 1nstructor Teaves and the facilitator _ ;u-
explains the reason for h1s or her presence ‘ﬂe were frequent]y asked by students ‘ 4

‘what was going to happen to the 1nformat10n generated -Students were often sus-

L4

picious of the fac111tator -- fear1ng the fac1]1tator was a henchman for admini- /// . :

‘$tration. The facilitator shou1d emphasiZe that the 1nfoghat1on qenerated is ,

4 ! f‘i‘ JED |
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‘confidential ‘and will be given anly to the instructor. Emphasizing that the O

~

students had an opoortun1ty to d1rect1y affect the rema1nder of their course _‘&“

\—’ L
A,.. th '.

. proved td enhapce student: 1nvo1vement in tHe proggsggy
The fac1]1tator then b??éf%yﬂﬁésc?¥bes the s'teps the students are to

follow. The students w111 be asked to form groups of four, five, or six, e

o\

" { «’preferably W1th students they don' t’know Previous research sHow that groups
of around f1ve provide an opt1ma1 ba1ance between output and member sat1sfac%¥0n
HaVing students grouped with non-acquaintances reduces socialization time and N
enhances the task or1entat1on of the group* The groups are to choose a spokes-

e 7T person to keep notes on what the group generates Se1ecting the spokesperson

reduces time thatﬂh1ght be spent'on task structuring- and orﬂentat1ng that occurs

in leaderless groups. In the maJor1ty of our observathons, the spokespersons

are effective at getting the group*members 1nvo1ved, in determining consensus,

andtmov1ng along the d1scuss1on

The fac111tator explains that they are to. address three quest1ons For

|

each question, they shou1d generate a list of responses about which they ‘
-t ' ( ' :

generally all agree. The three questions are: 7

.

]

, 1) What do you like about the course?

" 2) What do you think needs improvement? . .
' _ 3) What suggestions do you have for bringing about those improvements?

fhey are told that they will have“seren'or'eﬁgﬁt minutes to discuss%’
fl though generally ten minutes is allowed. Ten minutes puts pressure on the group
?to‘deaJ with the task, yet allows enouqh time for each member to contribute.

N . ,
When large amounts of time were used, more individualistic issues were raised
: . ' v
étcompanied by greater dissension.

3

g The fac111tator 1ets the students know that after the discussjons, the

v

’ J
c1ass w111 reconvene and each group will report. These ‘reports will be written
\ ¢

on the board or overhead, and recorded. It 1s exo1a1ned that what is written on
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" each spokesperson is asked to give only one response. As many groups as possible .
£

(
the 1nstructor s ‘t_; . . -
The students are then asked to form groups and begin. After five or Six
@jhutes, the facilitator shou1d prod the groups_on by 1nd1cat1ng how much t1me
'remains. After the al]btted t1me, the class is reconvened and the fa .11tator

may select one or two students to keepqnotes oh what is about to be written on

the board. Group.reports/are then taken. 'Initia11y, wé woluld have each spokes-~

<4

‘person-report all their responses to a particular question, but this often

PR Y . .
left 1ittle for other groups to ‘add since the responses are often homogenous.

To avoid leaving groups out, and the feeling that“their'efforts.were for naught,
I'd . . ) S

are tapped; in small c1assesidf is pos§ib1e to ‘have the groups report two'or ,//J ~
' °r

three times per question. After the likes are enumerated and written o%lghé

board, the 1mprovements and suggest1ons are taken ‘ ' .
) Though the sma11 group d1scussions he1p to f11ter out minority v1ews, those:

v1ews are still somet1mes reported The faciXitator must be sens1t1ve to d1s- ’

sension and m1nor1ty reporting. When it is obvious that a vdew is not shared’ by g

most, ask1ng for a show of hands of supporters and non- supporters,prov1des

rough percentages of the c1ass stand. These percentages are a1§% indicated on

the board. Nomjna1 group techn1que suggests saving discussion of. issues until

after all the reports have. been taken. When dissension first-occurs, we suggest

assur1ng the students that they will later have -an opportun1ty to discuss the

-

controvdrsial igsues Th1s de1ay detaches 3egat1ve cr1t1c1sm towards the group
- Ry .

that presents an- unpopu]ar opinion .

The faci]%tator‘may wish to summar1ze the comments on the board’ to assure

4
-

accurate understand1ng ) " \

We have found severa] prob]ems that can occur in this classroom session.
‘ &
The*fac111tator ‘may try to impose h1s/her own views on what the students are

L]

saying,, reduc1ng ‘the accuracy and student trust. Somet1mes, fac111tators

-

eva1uate student comments, usua11y 1ncreasing qtudent d1strust and skept1c1sm

AN
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" about the process. Somet1mes, student d1scuss1on can become very vocal anq

-/”he’fac111tator needs to be i5111ed in handling conf]1ct situations. Another
problem 1dent1f1ed has been the lack of sens1t1v1ty of some fac111tators
M1nor1€y views are falsely reported to the 1nstructor as representat1ve of

the entire c]ass.

_/ N §teg Three: The next step in SGID is'the'feedback session between the.

* e

.facilitator and the instructor. This step has been, ideptified as the most
difficult part of the'process. We” haVe 1dent1f1ed several 1nterpersona1 sk111s
that a facilitator needs, specifically: supportive, warm, sensit1Ve, under-

standing, non-judgmental,’and an active listener. Bes1des these sk111s, the

v ~'

. facilitator’ should have adequatefteach1ng exper1ence_ahd know]edge

At one demonstrat1on an observer questioned the/Eff1cacy of fac111tators
providing 1nterpretat1on of student motivations. This point led to a taxonomy
fof'fac111tator roles. 'The first level a facilitator operates from is «that of
a cormohication channel with primary concern for convefing student sentiments
in such a way as to avoid ﬁefens;ve reactions from the tnstructor that-mav block
) the flow of information. ' )
The second level is that of ihformation source._'Ihe facj1itator may mish to
share his or her ownlteaching exoeriences and/or, 1nform\the\}nstructor of avail-.
able resources or techniques. <
At the third level, which should only be 1ncoroorated by more experienced'
fac111tators, possible 1nteroretat1ons of s tudent reason1ng and concerns are 1
given. The facilitator may offer, hypothesized exp]anat1ons of the 1nstructpr s
teaching strategies for 1nstructor reaction and,reflection. In this sess1on,“
the faci]ita' r and instructor discuss the jnstructor's reaction to the student
comments and p ah a strategy of ch1nge. They should also discuss what the ,

v

instructor shou]d.say to the students. . . !
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. Step Four: In the next step, the instructor reviews with the class. "The
instructor §h0u1d use the first ten ﬁinuteé in the ensuing class period to Qét
clarification from students about comments that were unclear, summarize “the .

sfudent comments to correct distortions and check for accuracy, and finally the

.1nstructor shou1d prov1de some react1on to the comments which m1ght include

out11n1ng any intended” changes or adaptations.
H

Stgp Five: Thg,f1na1 step involves a follow-up session between the
\ : . -,
facilitator and the finstructor. Because many of our demons®Fations occurred

off campus, this step was often not performed\\and consequently it is not as

" well deve]oped_as the others. This.session should be used to review with the

instructor the success of the review sessidn with the students. The sess?qp

shou]dnémphasize\a self-evaluation by the instructor of how the changes are
working, as well as an analysis of impact upon the students. This session should

serve to reinforce the instructor's changes and improvements. -’

L4

The gathering of studeq} feedback during the progress of a course is no®
revo1utionary: Many instructors incorporate various.types of ongoinb information
gathering techniques (for example, Ballantine, 1978; Pastrana, 1979) because

of ‘the benefits produced. SGID has taken the acknowledged value of midterm feed-
%
back and added the impact of sma11 group dynamics forvthe purpose of 1mprov1ng
1nstruct1on % _ ‘ \- ’/
' Several factors of the SGID technique are believed to have a substan§fa1

iﬁpact od the educational process. Since the procedure occurs at midterm or

~

béforé,,and the feedback to the instructor occurs almost immediately thevfafter,
» . N ’ a

" students have a genuine opportunity to evaluate: (1) the impact o? their feedback,

and (2) the receptivity and responsiv*s of vthe instructor. The small group
discussion in 1ieuof papér and penciT™fuestionnaires provides the students an
opportunity for: (1) cbmparifg views, (2) realigning minority views, (3) havind

a significant audience” and (4) participating in a pleasant social experience

. (particularly in contrast to large lecture routine.)

. : : '53 \
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F1na11y, the nature of the questions and 1nformat1on collected by the fac111tator

) allows the students to impose their own'pr1or1t1es and va1ues, and more. 1mportant1y

" involves them in prov1d1ng COﬂStrUCt1Ve suggest1ons ‘on how to handle the prob]ems
(Schein and  Bennis, 1965). Being cgn¥ronted wu}h how -to so1ve prob1ems can lead to
greatér. understanding of the instructor's, posyé1on Small group research (for-
example, Tubbs, 1978, Shaw, 197f) generally supports the content1on tﬁ%t us1ng\

small groug~d1scuss1on for organizational dec1s1on-mak1ng w111 result in mdre actlxg
acceptance of chénges. SGID involves the students in the selection and d1rect1on )
of teaching strateg1es The above dynam1cs of the SGID pﬁocesgx;re in sharp contraét
: to the typ1ca1 end-of-the-term questionnairés. |

In a survey of SGID instructor participants, a s1gn1f1ca t pos1t1ve change {

AY

_course, over all morale, and student motivation., When instructdrs compayed SGID

’

their attitude towards ‘Cj
‘class, and 1ncreased motiv at1on for trying new techn1ques Instructors also
reported the e1i;ination of specific teaching problems~as a valuable result of
SGID. A]thoubh unable .to identify the specific aspects of the technique respon-
sible for the reported changes, it is highly likely that SGID's use of a consul t-
ing $ession bstween the instryctor and facilitator and discussion between the
instructor and students is respons%b]e for those changes. .

Problems in Va1idating Evaluation Techniques

» Peter Seldin (f980, p. 166) conc]udés his book, Successful Faculty Evalua-

tion Programs, "We know that faculty evaluation is only a means to an end --.

~

the imprévemeﬁt of teaching in order to improve student learning." Regretfully,
empirical validation of a relationship égéieen student learning (as asséssed by~

some standardized end-of-term achievement ests) and teaching effectivenegs‘has e

L

-

been weak and frought with problems (see reviews by Cohen and Brawer, 1969;
» 1978; Greenwood and Ramagli, 1980).

Centra, 1977; Schul




> £ .
A few studies (see review by Schu]tz, 1978; Centra, 1973) have attempted to

assess improvement in instruction resuT{1ng from student ratings. The resuﬂts

are 1pconslstent and filled with que]ifiers.‘ Most of the studies operaﬁiona11ze

( chenges in instruction -as the difference between an initial student rating and

a subsequeht student rating, thus compounding the errers i thhérent in

student ratings. One”finding (Afeamoni, 1977) relevant to the strategy chosen

for SGID found that teachers improved %?th féedback when the feedback was . in a ;

conference sesion with an evaluation expert. - \
Studies have examined the correlation between student 1earn1ng‘ane teaehing .

- effectiveness, but‘have eepenqed on assessment of student 1earn1n§ through the

use of standardized end-of-term comprehensive examinations and teaching effect-

. iveness assessed through the use of student ratings (see review;‘by Ceetra,-1977;

‘Cohen and Brawer, 1969; Schultz, 1978; Greenwood and Ramagli, j980; Braskamp,

Caulley and Costin, 1979; McKeechie, Y-Guang Lin, and Manp, 19?1.5‘ ‘ .
\we know of no studies that have attempted to assess improVEmfnt in student

Tearning or motivatioﬁ'resu]tiﬁg from changes made by an instructor after receiving

student feedback/eva]uat!on.

Research Design

_ The three constructs under consideratiop are: (1) student 1earn1ng/mot1vation,
(2) student feedback/evaluation, and ( 53 1nstructor/course 1mprovement
To avoid the problems inherent in defining and assessing stedent 1e§rning,
this s tudy examines‘the more distinguishab]e but highly.interrelated conetruct
of student'ﬁotivation. |
. We hypothesize that student participation in generating midterm feedback .
throuqh the use of Small Group Instructiona] Diagnosis will improve their |
motivation. Keep in mind that §GID involves discussion betweéen a facilitator
and the instructor, and between the instructor and the students. An instructor

. a
who uses SGID-should expect to see improvement in the motivation levels of the

students as compared to an instructor who does not use the technique. .




.-

. Instrument' After a review of the literature and interviews with several

experienced.instructors, a se1f reoort ins trument was c0nstructed which in-
cluded behaviprai, attitudinal and perceptua] components that seem reflective
of 4tudent motivation (see attached questionnaire). In addition to eighteen
items déa]ing_with student motivation, three questions'were inciuded which
assessed the similarity between classes and between students from pre-test/

post-test administrations. These questions,were designed to help establish

the reliability of ‘the findings and are discussed in more detail later.
&

Instrument Reiiabiiity: Two Sets of data were used in anaiyzing re]iebiiity
through sp1it,heif correlations (corr = .64, Spearman-Brown‘corr = ,78;

corr =,.69, Spearman-Brown cor: .82). A factor analysis of the items generated
only two factors fitting the Root-one criterion (Eigenva]ues: factor 1 =5.32;
factor\z = 1t13). Factor one accounted for 65% of the variance, factor two .
for only 1358%. A11 but two of the items (item 1, amount of reading, igd item

2, late for class) correlated above the .30 level on factor one. Factor two

had only two items above a positive .30 level (item 3, attentiveness; and iteh‘
4, class period interesting) and two negatively correlated above ‘the .30 Tevel

(item 12, plan on another cgurse from instructor; and item 14, taking another

‘course in area). A]] items were retained in the assessment of impact of Small

Group Instructional Diagnosis, though a separate subscale of student mot/vation
based on factor one consisting of all but items 1 and {i was also computed
Procedure: The student motivation questionnaire was administered to two large
introductory science classes (Biology - , 120 students;‘and Atmospheric
Science g , 150 students) in the fifth week of a tén-week course: Small Group
Instructionai Diagnosis was then conducted in the Atmospheric Science class.
(The fo]]ow'up session between the instructor and the facilitator was not con-
ducted uhtil after the end of the term). Ihe informhtion'generated by the

students about the course was discusséd with the instructor, dho,a?n turn, spent

time discussing the issues with the students. No attempt was made to statistically

v
X
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determine if the instructor actua11y modified the course in response to the

student 1nput (though in the follow-up sess1on after the term, the 1nstructor

did indicate specific changes that were made in response to student suggest1ons).
At the end of the term, the student,motivation questionnaire was again administered
to both classes, .

Results: According to the proposed model of student motivation, the students

‘who participated in the Small Group Instructional Diagnosis should have reported

higher motirationa1 levels than those reporteé at midterm; those who were in
the control group shoulg'have either remained at the same motivationa1 level

as they reported at midterm, or should have actua11y declined.

HypotheSis -Test: T- tesys were performed for each class on the pre and post-test
scores; the significance levels are presented in Table 1. E1even of the eighteen

jtems showed improveaznt (p<<.05 in motivation for the SGID participants.

- None of the .items improved significantly for the, contro1 group. None of the post-.

test means of the SGID group went 1n theﬂaegat1ve d1rect1on other thah those
predicted, whereas eleven of the post-test‘means of the contro1 group represented
dec11nes from the midterm scores (though only, two were stat1st1ca11 s1gn1f1cant
at p'< 05) A WiTlcoxan matched pairs signed rank test between the SGID group

and the contro1 group produced a sign1f1cant différence in the direction pred1cted
(p &€.005). . ’

A sca1e composed of all eighteen 1tems ‘produced a s1gn1f1cance level 1ess
than .005 on the T-test for the Sma]],ﬁfo::'Instruct1ona1 Diagnos1s subjects, and
an 1nstgnif1cant change (p = .292) 1n'the control group (the post-test sce1e
mean actually represents a dec1ine'from the pre-test). On the student motiva-
tion scale (factor one - all items exc]ud1ng 1. and 11) the T-value for the i
SGID group was ~2.93 with a one-tailed probability of p = .002 (172 df), for
the non-SGID group the T-vaTue was 1.07 (aga1n4represent1ng a decline in post-

test mean) with a one-tailed probability of.p = 143 (179 df).

12 . .
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ReTiebi11ty of Findings: Since two different classes with two differens

’ - ¥
1nstructors were used ‘an attempt was made to ascertaan whether substant]ii
d1fferences*ex1sted between the students of the two t]asses éhat m1ght have <

influenced the results. Three additional. items were added to the quest1onha1re

’ /
. for that purpose. -« [

» !

, / " ,
The first item dealt with what has been called "pre-course motivation”

in other research, (Howard & Maxwell, 1980). The item asks?"how much desire

did yon have to take th{s tourse?". Because th%'pﬁe-test nas given five weeks

into the quarter, some differences in the amoﬁntwof‘motiyation attributable

>

to'the course and instructor would be expected. The premotivation item should -

not have been affected by the exposure to the course if the students ane-report;
-~
%,

ing ijective1y.‘&fhe responses to how much desire students had to take the
course should produce similar data from both classes if they are to-be assun!a :

to be similar at the be?1nn1ng of the term. (T- test Value .07, df = 190,

p <f.943, insignificant). The stat1st1ca1 comparison between the two classes B >

Y !

o substantiates the presumed sim11ar1ty in premotivation levels, and between the
« two sets of subjepts. - , . e

" The second item sought to compare the reasons students were taking the course.

v

Both courses were introductory level science courses (Atmospher1c Sc1ane ang

B1o1ogy) wh1ch~are used pr1mar11y to satisfy the Un1versity s distribution

-

requirements. . The item provided a 1ist of reasons for the student to select

-

$~_ N ifrom in response to "which applies to ‘the reason you're taking this.co&rse?"

The_choi.es were progressively exclusive, that is a'personﬁhou1d only %ind one

category that was appropriate. ‘ ‘
. V)

Table 2 shows thé relative distributions of the item responses in per-

) centages for both c1afses five weeks into the codrse'(pre-test) and at the

A

end of the term (post-test). . ‘ S , o

‘ L4 . ' ¢
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2 N TABLE 2 o |
' " ‘ '

"What applies to the reason you're taking this course?"

’
’

f P : Pré:test Pre- est Post-test  Post-test

. SGID Control - SGID , Control
- : . (%) (%) (%) , (%)

L) 4 . »\ . R . ¢ -
. yin my” major R T | o~ <7 ‘5 . 7
2. in my minor or program . 8 < 12. . . 8 15

requirement . o .

3. a—dig}ribution requ1rement 60 ‘62 - - - p4 64
4. an elective ‘ 21 P2 . 10
5. other = 4 . YA 3 4

/ . ) ' . -
The distributions were not found to be significant]y different betweeﬁ the

two c]assgg to hother. the pre-test and post-tests (though not a true 1nterva1

scale, T~test probabilities were.pre test p = .55, post-test p = 22) Again

supporting the presumed s1m1]ar1§y between the experimental and control groups.

A concern for -subject mortality has led to an examination of .those items

¢ich should not have change. significantly from pre to post-test if absenteeism-

?nd*édurse droptout was tahdom in both classes and not,attribdtap1e to mortality
éf a sbecific segment”of the population. High]y’motivated students might be

more Tikely to stay in a course unti]-thefena of term than low motivated students.
Mortality which may have been due to the less motivated student dropping out
shoyld havg happeneg in both courses and,_therefore, should not affect the
differences being attributed to the SGID treatment. No significant change oc-
curred betweeﬁ the pre-test and the post7§es£ scores for the item dealing with
pre-mOijqtion (désire to tak; course) in either cfﬁ;s (SGID group - two-tailed .

' T-value =‘1.07, 170 Hf, p = .284; controf grdup -T= .47, J79.?HK p = .637),

: r A
or on the item dealing with the reason for taking the course (SGID group -
two-tailed T-value = .06, 164‘df, p = .953, contro]ﬁgroup - T= .70, 177 df,
=-,486). ‘ . o
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‘. ' 4

A two-tailed T-test on the item dealing with student's expected. grade

» [4

~ did produce a decline 1n both classes though not qu1te s1gn1f1cant in the SGID

class (T 1. 64 176 df, p = .10) but s1gn1f1cant in the contro] class (T = 2.40,"

'162 df p=.02). A decline could be due to a clearer understand1ng at the end
of the term of. how the student was do1ng, for students have more information
at tie end of-the terfi on which to make pred1ct1ons about the1r grade. The

decline 1n both groups a1so indicates that the better students were not the -

{w

s : (

group wh1ch predom1nant3y stayed in the SGID c1ass until the end of the quarter
In both,the pie-test and post-test, the control group had significantly higher
grade expectancies than the SGID group (T = 3.63, ?92 df,ﬂp'< .000); T = 2.09,
~ , 154 df, p = .038) ..
Discussion ' ‘
The results support the‘hypothesized impact of Small Group Instructional

-

Diagnosis upon student motivational levels. Student motjvation 1eueis improvedv
‘siqgificant1y when g?ven the opportun1ty to generate midterm feedback to hear
the instructor's reactions, and to ébserve the instructor's attempts to 1mp1ement
changes. The actual 1nteract1on of var1ab1es needs further 1nvesttgat1on. An
earlier study (Clark and Redmond, '1981) provided some evidence that the improvement
of mot1vat1on was due to an 1nteratt1on effect between student part1c1pat1on
and the instructor's response ~In that study, half the 1ab sections of a large
course.part1c1pated in generating feedback through SGIﬁL. %hough the changes
- implemented as a’ result of student inout on the lecture session affected.a11 =~
v . the students, only those who participated 1n 1dent1fy1ng the changes to be |
made through SGID had significant 1ncreases in motivat on. .
Research is coritinuing on the motivation scale ahd on SGID. Further valida-.
tion and improvemenf/of the mot1vat1on sca1e is ngeded. Add1t1ona1 1tems will

.be added to the scale in an attempt to incorporate 'other behavioral indices of

motivation. Many of the dynamics of SGID need to be’ examined in greater detail

Q . ‘1"
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ting evaluations of courses, ,
' and instructprs that pfteh over]ookeé If evaluation, is supposed to generate
informatipn frop which an 1nstructor can make 1mprovements, then those changes
> should be made for the purpose of improving student learning. .In this study,. ' |
student, 1earn1ng was not d1rec¢Ty assessed, but rather the strategy was to efamine
_the underly}ng mot1vat1ona1 1eve1 of students. Though no single definition of
' effect1ve teach1ng has found }ﬁta] acceptance, most will agree that the ability

to 1nCrease ‘student mot1vat1on/1s characteristic of the best’ teachers. ')

¢ - % t\
Small Group Instgy;tipna1 Diagnosis has proven to be an effective alternative !
|

to the standard endipf-term s%uqept questionnaire eva1uations of course and
instfuctork Mid-cerm assessment through the use of a facilitator and small
group d1scuss10ns among the, students provides a construct1ve 1nterchange ‘among
the 1nstructor, students and faci11tator Bes1des the advantages inherent 1n
_the mid-term timing, in the use-of sma11 group discussion and in the use of

' e m e . - : “:'le . o T o . - *
a facilitator, our research.’provilles evidence that'student motivation is also

. e ¥ . ~ > » . .
. positivelyimpacted through the use of SGID. - , . |
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SV TABLE I

i

“

k

-, N

~ .

\How much of the ass1gned reading have you done?

4

How much of the ass1gned reading_ have youhenJoyed7 .

How much of each c1ass pEriod wou]d you say you

are attentj '
How much pf each c1ass period do you f1nd 1nterest1ng?

How much of each }ecture do you feel you understand
at the end of each class period? .

How much supp1ementary reading have you sought out
.and read? -

. " How often do you br1ng up c1ass mater1a1 in your

day-to-day conversations? .
How often do you ask questions 1n.c1ass?

How often do the comments of the lecturer ‘spark
‘ideas of your own on the-subject matter? ’

How often are you “watching the c1ogk" towards
the end of the period? ’

How often are you late for class?

Do you plan on taking another c1ass from these
.1nstructors?

Would you like to take another c1ass from these
instructors? .

Do you plan on taking another c1ass in this subject
area? . .

<
Would you like to take another cﬂass 1n this
subject-area? .

How important do you feel this course is? -

Do you think the 1nstructors enjoy teaohlng this
course?

Do you think the instructors understand students?

Scale composed of all-,18 items .
Scale composed of—ai] jtems minus item 1 and item 11

-

* significant at the p < .05 level ~
** indicates T-value is opposite predicted direction

T-Tes't one-tailed
probabilities

-

SGID. NON-SGID
PARTICIPANTS  PARTICIPANTS
= 107 Pre) (N = 92 Pre)
. (N= 77 Post) (N = 92 Post)
.048* .323
009 .7 .158%*

S L217 .019%*
.024* L 038%%,
.253 .156%*
.076 <:j\\'108

lol2% .146
.044* .210
.000* . 207
.080 .341
.108 .245
.030% S178%*
.000* .133%*
202 RE
174 . 169%*

"o . 333%
E 176w
..037% " .1;9**'

. .005*% .196%*

~B02* LTA3**

.
oo
.
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